REMARKS 

A. Background 

Claims 1-8, 12-14, and 16-24 were pending in the application at the time of the Office Action. 
The Office Action rejected claims 1, 2, 5-8, 14, 16, 18-24 as being anticipated by or obvious over 
cited art. Claims 3, 4, 12, 13, and 17 were objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim. 
By this response Applicant has cancelled claims 3, 4, 12, 13, and 17-24, and added new claims 25- 
29. As such, claims 1, 2, 5-8, 14, 16, and 25-29 are presented for the Examiner's consideration in 
light of the following remarks. 

B. Proposed Amendments 

By this response, Applicant has amended the specification to address formal issues. Applicant 
has cancelled claims 3, 4, 12, 13, and 17 and added new claims 25-29. New claims 25-28 are 
respectively cancelled claims 3, 4, 12, and 13, rewritten in independent format to incorporate the 
limitations of claim 1 and any other existing claims from which claims 3, 4, 12, and 13 previously 
depended. New claim 29 is cancelled claim 17 rewritten to depend from new claim 27. No other 
amendments have been made to the claims. In light of this, all of the amendments made herein to the 
claims are supported by prior claim language. Accordingly, Applicant submits that the amendments 
to the claims do not add new matter and do not raise new issues which would require an additional 
search. As such, entry of the amendments is respectfully requested. 

C. Allowable Subject Matter 

Page 3 of the Office Action objects to claims 3,4, 12, 13, and 17 as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but states that those claims would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
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including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Accordingly, as noted 
above, Applicant has herein rewritten claims 3, 4, 12, and 13 in independent form as new claims 25- 
28, each incorporating the limitations of claim 1 and any other prior claims from which claims 3, 4, 
12, and 13 previously depended. New claim 29 depends from new claim 12. In light of the 
foregoing, Applicant submits that new claims 25-29 are in allowable condition. 

D. Rejection on the Merits 

1. Rejections Based on Anticipation 

Page 2 of the Office Action rejects claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 8, 14, 16, 18, and 22 under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,789,160 to Dollar Jr. et al. ("Dollar"). In view of 
the cancellation of claims 18 and 22 herein, the rejection of those claims has been rendered moot. 
Regarding the rest of the rejected claims, Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. Of the 
rejected claims, claim 1 is the sole independent claim. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Dollar does not anticipate claim 1 because Dollar does not 
teach each and every element recited in claim I, as discussed below. 

Dollar discloses a golf swing position indicator that contains two attitude switches that 
respond to the pitch and roll of the club "while poised at the top of the backswing" (col 3, line 64). 
The switches are each comprised of a housing, four metal contacts and a metal plated ball (col 4, lines 
10-12). However, Dollar discloses that "the ball 12 is freely rollable within the enclosure" (col 4, 
lines 16-17). Thus the ball may roll in any direction within the housing and is not restricted to a 
defined pathway, such as a track, as required by claim 1 . Thus, Dollar does not teach or suggest "a 
first component located on said first track, said first component being movable along said first 
track between said first neutral position and said first active position ," or " a second component 
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located on said second track, said second component being movable along said second track 
between said second neutral position and said second active position ," as recited in claim 1 

Furthermore, the movable components of the Dollar device are not biased to a neutral 
position. The device contains a neutral area, where the ball is touching either one or none of the 
contact bars and an active area, where the ball is touching both contact bars. As noted above, the ball 
may roll freely and as such is not biased to either area. Thus, Dollar also does not teach or suggest 
" said first component being biased to said first neutral position on said first track ," or " said 
second component being biased to said second neutral position on said second track ," as recited 
in claim 1 . 

Applicant further submits that it would not be obvious to add the biasing limitation to Dollar. 
For the Dollar device to work properly, both moving components are required to move to one of the 
locations to activate the signal. This indicates correct positioning of the golf club. A biasing to a 
neutral position would prevent correct functioning of the Dollar device and would thus cause Dollar 
to not function in the manner in which it was intended. As such, a person skilled in the art would 
have no motivation to add the biasing feature to the device of Dollar. 

Finally, Applicant points out that the Dollar device does not appear to even be able to be used 
as a "putting trainer device," as claimed in the presently pending claims. The Dollar device is 
intended for use in correcting the position of a golf club at the zenith of a full back swing. This 
position is when the "shaft of the golf club is level and the leading edge of the club head is rotated 45 
degrees below the horizontal" (col 4, lines 5-8). In contrast, during a putting stroke, the shaft of the 
golf club remains nearly vertical, never coming close to being "level" (i.e., horizontal). While the 
Dollar device may be adjusted for differing pitch and roll requirements (as shown in Fig 6), it doesn't 
appear that the adjustment required for use in a putting stroke is possible. The shaft of the golf club 
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during a putting stroke is generally aligned about 90 degrees different from the position of the shaft to 
which Dollar is directed, which appears beyond the capacity of the adjustment. 

Pages 2 and 3 of the Office Action reject claims 18-24 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by various U.S. Patents. Inasmuch as claims 18-24 have been cancelled herein, the 
rejection of those claims has been rendered moot. 

2. Rejections Based on Obviousness 

Page 3 of the Office Action rejects claim 7 under 35 U. SC. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dollar in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,991,552 to Burke ("Burke"). Burke was merely cited for 
teaching the use of a printed circuit board. Claim 7 depends from claim 1 and thus incorporates the 
limitations thereof. As such, claim 7 requires, among other things, " a first component located on 
said first track, said first component being movable along said first track between said first 
neutral position and said first active position, said first component being biased to said first 
neutral position on said first track ," and " a second component located on said second track, 
said second component being movable along said second track between said second neutral 
position and said second active position, said second component being biased to said second 
neutral position on said second track " However, Burke does not cure the deficiencies of Dollar as 
discussed above regarding claim 1 . As such, applicant submits that claim 7 is differentiated over the 
cited art for at least the same reasons as discussed above with regard to claim 1. Accordingly, 
applicant respectfully requests that the obviousness rejection with regard to claim 7 be withdrawn. 

No other rejections or objections are set forth in the Office Action. 



12 



Serial No. 10/529,936 



E. Conclusion 

Applicant notes that this response does not discuss every reason why the claims of the present 
application are distinguished over the cited art. Most notably, applicant submits that many if not all of 
the dependent claims are independently distinguishable over the cited art. Applicant has merely 
submitted those arguments which it considers sufficient to clearly distinguish the claims over the cited 
art. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner's reconsideration and 
allowance of claims 1, 2, 5-8, 14, 16, and 25-29 as amended and presented herein 

In the event there remains any impediment to allowance of the claims which could be clarified 
in a telephonic interview, the Examiner is respectfully requested to initiate such an interview with the 
undersigned. 



Dated this 23rd day of July 2007. 



Respectfully submitted, 

/Scott A. Woodbury/ Reg. #55743 
SCOTT A. WOODBURY 
Registration No. 55,743 

DANA L. TANGREN 
Registration No. 37,246 

Attorneys for Applicant 
Customer No. 022913 
Telephone No. 801.533.9800 
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